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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 12/08/05 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. On page 10 of the applicant remarks, Applicant argues that Maeda fails to 
disclose or suggest compressing image data into a predetermined format, calculating 
difference data amount between a data amount of the compressed image data and the 
amount of the reference data. 

Examiner believes Maeda does infact disclose compressing image data into a 
predetermined format (col. 10 line 60 to col. 11 line 6 discloses a mean value filter. A 
mean value filter functions to eliminate pixels that are unrepresentative of their 
surroundings (see http://homepaqes.inf.ed.ac.uk/rbf/HIPR2/mean.htm) . This functions 
to reduce the size of the image and therefore compress the image. Further, examiner 
believes that the data is stored in a predetermined data format because it is always 
stored in the same data format. 

Examiner believes that Maeda discloses calculating the difference data amount 
between a data amount of the compressed image and the reference data (col. 1 1 line 
60-67 disclose calculating two threshold values. Column 12 further discloses the steps 
of calculating the threshold values which include taking the difference data amount of 
grey level values (column 12 lines 27-41). Therefore, examiner believes that this does 
disclose calculating the difference data amount of the compressed image). 

Based on the above, examiner believes that the original rejection does address 
every limitation of the ammended claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

1. Claims 1 and 3-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Maeda et al (6169282 referred to as "Maeda" herein). 

Regarding claim 1, Maeda discloses a next process-determining method 
comprising steps of digitizing a sample object into digital data formed by digital data; 
compressing the sample data into compressed digital sample data predetermined data 
format (figure 18 item 39 and column 10 line 59 to column 1 1 line 22 disclose digitizing 
a sample object into digital data and compressing the data into a specified format by 
passing it through a multitude of filters. It is noted that the "filtering" of Maeda reads on 
the claimed compression because filtering removes selected data, which thus reduces 
the total amount of data.); 

calculating a difference data amount between a data amount of the compressed 
digital sample data and a data amount of reference data formed by digitizing and 
compressing a reference sample object in the same manner as the sample object 
processed (figure 18 item 103 and column 11 line 22 to column 13 line 23, specifically 
column 13 line 15-20 disclose a difference extraction circuit that takes the difference 
between two optical images) ; 
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identifying which of a plurality of predetermined numerical ranges the difference 
data amount corresponds to and determining a with the identified numerical range 
advance next process to be carried out (column 13 line 23-41 disclose that the 
comparator assigns an output of 1 if there is a defect and an output of 0 is there is no 
defect. If there is a defect then the information is sent to storage and the defect data 
can be displayed). 

2. Regarding claim 3, Maeda discloses a next process-determining method 
according to claim 1 , wherein the digital sample data is formed by image data obtained 
by picking up an image of the sample object (figure 18 item 31 and column 10 line 59 to 
column 11 line 21 disclose image pickup and filtering), 

the digital sample data being composed of data of pixels formed in picking up the 
image of the sample object (column 1 1 lines 24-29 disclose pixel-wise matching. This 
shows that the images are made of pixels). 

3. Regarding claim 4, Maeda discloses a next process-determining method 
according to claim 3, wherein the reference sample object is changed with a lapse of 
time (figure 18 item 41 and column 1 1 lines 8-21 disclose a delay circuit that changes 
the reference with a lapse of time) 

4. Regarding claim 5, Maeda discloses a next process-determining method 
according to claim 3, wherein the compressed digital sample data which is formed 
based on an image of the sample object picked up on an immediately preceding 
occasion sequentially changed to the reference data (column 11 lines 8-21, specifically 
lines 19-21 disclose that the sample object becomes a reference object). 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

Claims 2, 6-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Maeda in view Streater (5831677). 

5. Regarding claim 2, Maeda discloses all aspects of claim 2 except he does not 
disclose a data compressing method which is capable of compressing an amount of 
data at a higher rate as digital data of an identical kind occurs more continuously, or as 
the digital data has a higher regularity. 

Streater discloses an adaptive image data compressor that is capable of 
compressing an amount of identical digital data at a higher rate if it occurs more 
continuously or at a higher regularity (figure 1, figure 3, column 4 lines 56 to column 5 
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line 6, column 6 lines 38-58 disclose a compressor that continuously learns from 
previous images resulting in quicker and higher quality compression). 

It would have been obvious at the time of the invention to one in ordinary skill in 
the art to combine in Maeda a learning compressor as taught by Streater in order to 
create a more flexible and efficient system that is able to compress data more 
effectively and provide yet another method for compression). 

6. Regarding claim 6, the rejection of claim 2 discloses all aspects of claim 6 except 
for carrying out the predetermined process based on the numerical range. Maeda 
discloses that a process is carried out depending on the numerical range (column 13 
lines 34-41 discloses that the defect data, which is recognized based on the numerical 
range, is stored on external storage or data processor). 

7. Claim 7 is rejected to as being the same as claim 6, except claim 7 is an 
apparatus claim and claim 6 is a method claim. Thus, argument similar to that 
presented above for claim 6 is equally applicable to claim 7. Please note the apparatus 
is disclosed in figure 18 and column 10 line 18 to column 13 line 70. 

8. Regarding claim 8, the combination of Maeda and Streater disclose a next 
process-determining method according to claim 2, wherein the sample data is formed 
by image data obtained by picking up an image of the sample object, the digital data 
being composed of data of pixels formed in picking up the image of the sample object 
(figure 18 item 31 and column 10 line 59 to column 11 line 21 disclose image pickup 
and filtering and column 1 1 lines 24-29 disclose pixel-wise matching. This shows that 
the images are made of pixels). 
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9. Regarding claim 9, the combination of Maeda and Streater disclose a next 
process-determining method according to claim 8, wherein the reference sample object 
is changed with a lapse of time (column 11 lines 8-21 disclose a delay circuit that 
changes the reference with a lapse of time). 

10. Regarding claim 10, the combination of Maeda and Streater disclose a next 
process-determining method according to claim 9, wherein the compressed sample 
data which is formed based on an image of the sample object picked up on an 
immediately preceding occasion is sequentially changed to reference data (column 11 
lines 8-21, specifically lines 19-21 disclose that the sample object becomes a reference 
object). 

Conclusion 

1 1 . THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Hadi Akhavannik whose telephone number is 571-272- 
8622. The examiner can normally be reached on 10:30-7:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Joseph Mancuso can be reached on (571)272-7695. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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